Emergent  Leadership  Processes  as  a 
Function  of  Task  Structure  and  Machiavellianism 


James  M.  Gleason,  F.  James  Seaman,  and  Edwin  P.  Hollander 
State  University  of  New  York  at  Buffalo 


Technical  pveport  No.  3 


November  1 976 


ONR  Contract  N000I4-76-C-0754 
NR  170-824 

Edwin  P.  Hollander,  Principal  Investigator 

Department  of  Psychology 
Instate  University  of  New  York  at  Buffalo 
4230  Ridge  Lea  Road 
Buffalo,  New  York  14226 


Reproduction  in  whole  or  in  part  is  permitted  for  / 
any  purpose  of  the  United  States  Government.  / 
Approved  for  pub) ic  release  and  unlimited  distribution/^ 

T 


UNCLASSIFIED 


iCCUPi-Y  CLASSIFICATION  or  THIS  PACE  |Wh»n  OaU  En!,r«li 


HEAD  INSTRUCTIONS 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


BF.KORK  CUV.r»LEHNG  FORM 


6.  GOVT  ACCESSION  NO. 


:c  r-OPT  NUMBCB 


{Technical  Report  No.  3 


*.  type  or  NtvoRT  a ”moo  covt 


i ■ TITLE  'tnd  submit; 


Emergent  Leadership  Processes  ns  e Function  of 
Task  Structure  and  Mach  level  I Janlsm  „ /■  5r“ 


Technical  Repirt 


*.  PEAFONMING  CHO.  B£P4«T 


PACT  O A GHANT  NUM8tA(0; 


f JfitnOS  M.  /Gl 66 son , ,1  M*A*  ^SL^rriip  [ 

F.  James  /Seaman  / M_.A . / '\~S'  / 

Edwin  P./Hoi  lander^  Ph.D.  / . ■■  f 

* Pf'i'VoSNf'lG  Onr.AHi  Z AtK.N  N Af? £ ANOfcDOPfcS* 

Dept,  of  Psychology,  Sta^-e  University  of  N 
at  Buffalo,  4230  Ridge  Lea  Road 
Buffalo,  New  York  14226  (/ 


: N000i4-76-C7C754 


SC.  PROGRAM  ELEMENT,  PROJECT,  TASX 


AREA  4 WORK  UNIT  NUMBER^ 


SI.  CONTHCLUNG  OFFICE  NAME  ANC  AOOPESS  j it.  RSrQRT  SATE 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Research  program3/-;'p\/'  unvdm**MS3Bi'76  ) </ 

Office  of  Naval  Research  (Coda  452)  ( I ‘ o-1  ,t  - . 

Arlington,  Virginia  222)7  [__(? 

tr  MOMi \*  AMN<S  A$£MCY  N tMEf*  AdOR C&Sfif  diltotoni  from  CordreiUt.$  Other)  l if.  SECURITY  CLASS.  ( ct  ihie  report) 


CCCLAfSJ^ICATlONTOi 

fCKKDULC 


DlftTHiecTiON  *>  ' MEMEnT  M chi*  Report) 


Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited 


IT.  C‘i2T^;RijT|OK  STATfWENT  (of  :h * *-V*fF«cf  entered  In  Block  20,  H d‘[ier*nt  hem  Report) 


»»  *UM*»ufl«?NTARv  NOTKS 


% Ki  r %C'*IDS  < CoTiflrur*  on  rover**  etefe  ‘i  t .*<.■*  retry  a*id  le/cnitty  by  block  nit&tber) 

Leadership 

Personal ity  of  Emergent  Leaders 
Extent  of  Structure  in  Task-Croups 
performance  and  Sot isf action* In  Groups 
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Sixteen  groups  participated  In  an  experiment  involving  a modal -bull ding  task. 
Half  war©  given  explicit  procedural  instructions  (High  Structure)  end  half  war 
not  (lew  Structure).  Of  the  four  males  In  each  group, one  had  scored  High,  on- 
Low,  and  two  Medium  on  the  Machiavellianism  Scale.  Medium  Machs  wore  signifi- 
cantly more  likely  to  be  rated  as  leaders  than  Hign  or  Low  Machs,  especially 
in  the  Low  Structure  condition.  In  general.  Low  Structure  was  found  to 
Increase  emergent  leadership  across  Machiavellianism  level,  while  High  Struc- 

* satisfactions.  -yi__ 
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Emergent  Leadership  Processes  as  a 

* 

function  of  Task  Structure  ano  Machiavellianism 


James  M.  Gleason,  F . James  Seaman,  end  Edwin  P.  Hoi  larder 
State  University  of  New  Yotk  at  Buffalo 

Historically,  leadership  has  been  vie*9d  either  os  a function  of 
th6  personality  and  character  traits  of  the  individual  or  of  situational 
factors.  Newer  conceptions,  especially  those  regarding  "emergent  leader- 
ship" phenomena,  consider  leadership  a product  ct  the  interaction  between 
personality  and  the  demands  of  siiua+ional  constraints  (Fiedlar,  1957; 
Hollander,  1974).  headers  are  seen  to  be  part  of  the  situation,  os 
!'def iners  of  reality"  for  the  group,  who  structure  end  organize  the 
group's  activities,  proponents  of  this  position,  such  as  Hollander  end 
Julian  (1958)',  point  out  that  neither  the  trait  nor  situational  emphases 
clone  have  proved  to  be  adequate  to  understanding  leadership  processes. 
Indeed,  they  argue  that  ar.  interactional  approach,  taking  account  of 
leader  and  situational  character i sties,  is  vital iy  needed. 

A traditional  problem  with  the  concept  of  emergent  leadership  is 
defining  and  measuring  its  occurrence,  particularly  regarding  who  is  the 
leader.  Several  different  measures  have  bean  used.  Among  the  most  prom- 
inent cf  these  are:  (!)  manifest  influence  over  group  decisions;  (2) 

ascendency  and  task  directiveness;  (3)  quantity  of  verbal  output  in 
discussion  with  other  group  members;  (A)  sociomotric  choice  of  +he 
person  named  most  os  "leader"  by  others  in  the  group;  and;  tb)  control 
over  key  resources  in  +110  group,  including  channels  cf  communication  and 
Informal  ion.  No  one  measure,  on  any  a priori  grounds,  has  gained  consen- 
sus as  the  hest  or  most  appropriate  indicator  of  who  Is  the  leader  in 

*We  are  extremely  grateful  to  Carolyn  Hansen  and  janot  Near  for 
^rvlng  os  the  expert  observers  of  the  groups'  interactions. 
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emergent  situations. 

furthermore,  several  related  measures  have  seen  found  to  be  highly 
correlated  indices  of  effective  leadership.  Among  these  are:  percep- 

tions of  the  leader  as  highly  competent  in  contributing  to  the  group's 
ach  i evertont  of  its  goals;  the  leader's  interest  and  motivation  to  see  to 
it  tnat  the  task  is  done  well;  and  the  enjoyment  leaders  and  followers 
take  in  participation  in  the  group's  activities. 

In  studying  e-nergert  leadership  in  task-or ienteo  groups,  two  classes 
of  dependent  measure  h«sve  beon  used.  These  are  behavioral  observations, 
end  quest  ionr.a  ire  ratings  and  scales,  usually  secured  after  the  comple- 
tion of  e tesk  phase.  Both  of  these  dependent  measures  are  used  to 
identify  leaders  in  the  study  to  be  reported  here. 

Statement  of  the  Problem 

Background 

The  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  gather  data  on  emergent 
feeder ship  under  condition*,  ip  which  both  a situational  factor,  task 
structure,  end  a personality  characteristic,  Machiavellianism,  are  varied. 
The  design  is  therefore  a ? x 3,  wifh  a task  situation  that  is  either 
High  or  low  in  structure,  and  with  group  members  who  are  High,  Medium, 
or  tor  on  Mach  lave! t i an  ism. 

Machiavellianism  was  selected  as  a persona! itv  variable  for  study 
because  it  hss  been  found  to  be  associated  with  "emotions!  detachment  in 
interpersonal  relations,  a tendency  to  exploit  situations  end  others  for 
self-gain,  and  a tendency  to  take  over  control  in  small  groups'1  (Geis, 

1 9GB) . As  an  interpersonal  style,  Machiavellianism  has  shown  some 
success  in  the  prediction  of  social  behavior.  Those  scoring  High  on 
tha  Machiavellianism  ( "Mach" ) Scale  developed  by  Christie  and  Gels 
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(1970),  characterized  as  High  Machs,  tend  to  Initiate  and  control 
structure  in  a situation  when  taking  Initiative  is  a viable  posilicn. 
Belatedly,  Sorrentino  (1973)  found  that  an  " interact  ion ist"  concept  siso 
fit  rather  well  when  the  characteristic  of  achievement  motivation  was 
studied  In  emergent  leadership  situations. 

There  appears  to  be  a large  arrount  of  similarity  between  the  behav- 
iors exhibited  by  High  Machs  and  emergent  task-leaders.  The  most  striking 
is  their  ability  to  take  charge,  organize,  structure  situations,  and 
define  them  for  others,  especially  under  ambiguous  conditions.  Regarding 
emergent  ioadership  in  group  discussions,  a consistent  finding  is  that  the 
leader  talks  more  to  other  members,  and  they  to  the  leader,  than  to  each 
other  (e.g.,  Sleeken,  1958).  In  this  respect.  High  Machs  hove  been  shown 
to  act  in  a way  analogous  to  emergent  leaders  iri  discussion  groups  where 
communications  are  relevant  to  a group  task.  Furthermore,  there  is 
usually  a common  element  in  leadership  and  the  bargaining  game  situations 
which  era  used  in.  many  Machiavellianism  studies,  namely,  the  function  of 
initiating  and  controlling  structure  for  the  interaction  of  the  group 
(see  Chr  istie  *,  Geis,  1970), 

Illustrative  of  work  relating  Machiavellianism  to  leadership  is  an 
experiment  by  Geis  (l%0)  who  gave  the  Mach  !V  and  V scales  to  two 
classes  totalling  twe -hundred  and  seventy-six  students.  They  were  then 
assigned  to  59  mixed  or  singio-sex  foul — person  groups,  os  follows:  20 

groups  were  compcseo  entirely  of  low  Machs;  20  entirely  of  High  Machs; 
the  remaining  29  groups  had  two  High  Machs  and  twe  Low  Machs.  Slightly 
over  a quarter  of  the  groups  of  each  type  wore  all-melo  groups;  a 
quarter  v.ere  all-female,  and  the  rest  were  mixed-sex  groups  of  two 


males  and  two  tamales. 


Students  were  assigned  to  groups  by  the  instructor  in  the  Geis 


((958)  exper imont,  and  the  four  members  were  unacquainted  at  their 
first  meeting,  The/  knew  that  they  would  work  together  as  a group  all 
semester  and  tuat  the  single  product  of  their  group  project  would  court 
one- rourth  toward  their  individual  final  course  grade.  They  were  first 


■“•old  to  get  acquainted  end  begin  thinking  about  their  laboratory  project 
Then  each  group  was  instructed  to  "choose  a group  leader"  without  being 


The  numrer  of  groups  whose  leaders  were  highest  Mach 


and  lowest  were  respectively:  JO  (.Ai%), 


This  pattern  was  particularly 


all  High  Machs,  and  in  the  mixed-sex  groups 


Furt nor more,  these  effects  persisted.  Students  W8 re  asked  el  the  end  of 
the  semester  to  name  the  current  leaders  in  their  groups.  Though  a few 


changes  of  name  had  taken  place  in  the  leadership  ranks,  the  substantive 


results  were  the  same,  using  either  the  initial  or  the  final  leaders 


assessed  by  compering  the  group's  laboratory 


+ grade  against  the  mean  course  grade  of  the  four  member  s 


averag  mg 


4.50  points  higher  than  the  average  exam  grades  of  their  men-bers.  In 


‘ oro  mixed  wachs  in  wb  i 


contrast 


her  was  not  leader  received  project  grades  averaging  6.47  points  lower 


than  tboir  average  exam  crxde.  This  difference  was  statistical !v  s ion  if 


14,  p < .07.5).  The  two  sets  of  groups  did  not  differ  in 


exam  grades  to  any  appreciable  extent.  Gels  (1968)  concluded 


ask-irrelevant  distractions  and  mobilize 


or  her  resources  to  achieve  task  goals  in  the  laboratory  clso  makes 
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pari  ic <pat  ion  regu  irbnwn+s  for  their  psychology  course.  Groups  of  four 
mongers  each,  composed  of  one  High,  two  Medium,  end  one  Lew  Mach,  wore 
randomly  assigned  to  either  a High  or  low  Structure  condition.  Subjects 
were  not  aware  that  their  being  contacted  was  In  ary  way  related  to  the 


tests  which  they  had  taken  two  months  earlier. 
Procedure 


Subjects  assembled  outside  the  experimental  room  and  were  ied  inside 
nno  given  ident if ication  tags  by  experimenter  I.  Exper imenter  7,  who 
was  blind  to  subjects’  Mean  levels,  and  two  expert  observers  who  wore 
biir.d  both  to  hypotheses  and  conditions,  observed  through  a we  I ! -concealed 
one-way  mirror.  The  expert  observers  were  part  of  a group  process  obser- 
vation training  progress. 

Exper Imenter  < exp ! <. f ned  to  the  groups  that  he  was  an  assistant  and 
that  he  would  go  tc  get  experimenter  2 who  was  conducting  the  experiment. 
After  the  first  left,  tho  second  experimenter  entered  and  admin is+crod 
the  appropriate  treatment. 

Groups  in  both  High  and  Lew  Structure  conditions  were  told  the 

f o ! 1 ew i ng : 


You  have  beer  asked  to  core  here  today  tc  participate  in  s 
study  of  group  productivity,  in  a taw  minutes  you  will  te 
building  several  models  with  the  materials  on  this  table, 
vou  will  have  10  minutes  1o  complete  the  task.  The  models 
you  are  to  build  rre  pictured  on  this  card.  They  are  an 
airplane,  r fcr'dce,  md  a ferry  steamer.  You  will  notice 
that  building  t.o  plane  is  worth  5 points,  the  bridge  worth 
fO  pomts,  and  +b  steamer  worth  14  points.  Point  values 
refect  how  difficult  each  of  the  models  is  to  build.  Hence, 
the  srplane  is  the  least  difficult  to  build,  and  tho  sterner 
the  .most  difficult'.  You  must  build  the  me  dels  exactly  as 
pictured  in  order  to  receive  the  full  point  values.  Your 
♦ask  will  be  to  accumulate  cs  many  points  as  you  can  in  the 
allotted  time  cf  iO  minutes. 
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In  the  structured  condition,  groups  were  further  told: 

Before  actual !y  building  the  models,  you  will  have  up  to  10 
minutes  to  make  several  important  decisions  about  how  to 
organise  and  to  proceed.  You  are  oniy  to  work  on  one  mode i 
er  » rlma.  Therefore,  you  must  decide  in  what  order  the  models 
are  to  &o  built.  Remember  that  the  allotted  time  may  not  be 
sufficient  to  bu;!rf  ail  of  the  models  and  that  they  vary  in 
point  value. 

Because  you  will  all  be  working  on  different  parts  of  the  sens 
mode  I , it  will  be  very  much  to  your  advantage  to  choose  a 
coordinator  to  assure  that  there  will  b»  no  duplication  of 
effort.  Please  record  your  decisions  on  the  paosr  provided. 

Groups  in  the  unstructured  condition  were  told  only: 

Before  actually  building  tne  models,  you  will  have  up  to  10 
minutes  to  decide  how  you  will  proceed  in  tne  construction. 

In  both  conditions  the  models  to  be  built  were  tc  to  made  from 
three  ’'Super-transit"  Tinker-toy  sets.  Diagrams  for  tne  mode i — the 
airplane,  bridge,  and  ferry  steamer— came  from  the  -'T  inker  toy  instruc- 
tions and  Idea  Book"  which  is  provided  with  the  sets. 

After  delivering  the  instructions,  experimenter  2 set  a !G  minute 
timer  and  returned  to  the  observation  room.  There  bo  used  four  stop 
va  ches  to  time  how  Song  each  of  tha  four  group  members  maintained  pos- 
session o t the  "ingle  plan  sheet.  The  two  observers  independently  coded 
the  interaction  among  group  members . All  verbal i rations  were  classed 
as  asevndeni  or  accepting  in  a method  derived  from  Sales'  { i 950)  Inter- 
act ion  Process  Analysis  (IRA).  "Accepting"  behaviors  were  those  that 
the  Oalss  system  would  classify  os:  agreeing,  «*sk ing  for  information, 

opinions,  or  suggestions.  "Ascendant"  behaviors  were  those  that  ifa 
would  code  in  the  categories:  gives  suggestions,  opinions,  or  informa- 

tion. Inter-rater  reliability  between  the  expert  ooservers  tor  these  two 
categories  derived  from  the  JPA  was  .94,  computed  as  a Pearson  product- 


moment  correlation. 
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M the  conclusion  of  10  minutes,  the  alarm  sounded  and  experimenter 
2.  returned  and  answered  any  questions  by  paraphrasing  the  instruct  tors. 
He  then  nave  the  group  the  construct ior.  materials,  set  the  timer  for  i5 
minutes  and  returned  to  the  observai 'on  room  where  the  same  types  of 
data  ware  recorded  as  before. 

A+  the  snd  of  lb  minutes,  the  alarm  rang  again  and  exper imentsr  I 
entered  the  room.  HQ  announced  that  the  construction  period  was  over 
and  led  the  group  to  another  room  whore  they  completed  post- interact  Ion 
questionnaires  arc  were  debriefed.  Experimenter  I was  bl ind  to  the 
structure  condition  and  was  ignorant  of  the  interaction  which  had  here- 
tofore taken  place  among  the  group  members. 

Results  end  Discussion 

Each  leadersh ip-rei afsd  measure,  both  behavioral  and  paper -and- 
penci!,  was  analyzed  using  a 2 x 3 analysis  of  variance.  One  exception 
was  the  questionnaire  Item  which  asked:  "Other  than  yourself,  which 

member  of  the  group  would  you  be  most  willing  to  have  as  the  leader  in 
a similar  group  in  tue  future?"  It  wos  analyzed  by  chi-sruere,  and  the 
resu'ts  we~e  reveal  in.;,  though  not  consistent  with  tne  hypothesis. 

Table  I shows  that  Medium  Machs  were  chosen  more  as  future  leaders  than 
either  the  High  or  Low  Mac,?,  in  both  the  High  end  Low  Structure  condi- 

. o 

tions  (X*  a 8.94;  df  2;  p s .02).  When  chi-squares  wa'-e  done  on  +hq 


Insert*  Tabte  I about  here 


High  Structure  an a Low  Structure  conditions  separately,  a statistically 
significant  effect  was  found  for  the  low  Structure  condition  (//  * 6.68; 


1 ' ,'1""  -■>"»  » iiiii.i 


de  « I,  p < .01),  but  nor  for  the  High  Structure  condition  { X / - 2 
d*  * ! , n.s.}.  However,  the  trend  toward  choosing  Med i urn  M/;cfcs  clear ly 
occurred  in  botn  of  the  Structure  conditions. 

On  only  one  measure  did  the  expected  interaction  occur  between  High 
Machs  and  Low  Structure  conditions.  This  effect  was  found  on  the  ques- 
tionnaire Item  asking;  "Mow  well  do  you  imagine  your  group  did  relative 
to  other  groups  at  the  usm  task?”  Table  2 shows  the  means  which  yielded 

a Mach  x Structure  Interact  :crs  In  the  expected  direction  and  significant 
(F  * 3.62;  rtf  « 2/53) 

at  the  .05  lovely  0t  the  results  for  each  of  the  other  measures  found 
to  be  statistically  s’gn If  leant,  only  a main  effect  for  Structure  was 
obtained.  There  was  no  main  effect  for  Mach  leva!  found. 


Insert  Tab  is  2 about  here 


While  the  results  shown  in  Table  2 support  the  interaction  hypothe- 
sized, the  other  significant  findings  show  the  effect  of  low  Structure  ir 
encouraging  emergent  leadership.  By  contrast,  satisfaction  was  as ••.oc.atad 
positively  with  High  Structure.  The  first  question  on  the  pout- interact  Ion 
questionnaire  fesnad;  ''Mow  satisfied  were  you  with  the  performance  of 

vour  group?1’  The  result;  r.f  an  analysis  of  variance  yielded  a main 

F s ‘>.53j  df  c 1/53 

effect  fo>-  Sf  r uc+ure  ' t,  < .05^  with  subjects  In  ih©  High  Structure  condi- 
tion being  more  sc4- i r leg  with  their  group's  per  formance  then  these  in 
fho  Low  Structure  cord  It  ion,  as  seen  in  fable  5. 


insort  I at! e 3 aoout  here 


The  two  major  behavioral  measures  taken  in  the  study  were;  (!) 
the  time  of  possession  of  the  plan  sheet  (control  of  a key  resource; , 
recorded  by  exper  2;  and  (2)  "accepting'’  and  "ascendent" 

behaviors,  recorded  by  the  expert  observers.  Analyses  of  var fp-nce  of 
the  total  ’’tin'©  of  possess  Ion"  measure,  fo>*  the  task  and  discussion 
periods  together,  produced  a main  effect  for  Structure  (p  < .02;  F • 
6.62;  df  3 I /5S) , with  subjects  holding  tne  plan  sheet  longer  in  the 
Low  Structure  condition  tnan  the  High  Structure  condition.  Means  for 
this  analysis  are  shown  in  Tabic*  4. 


insert  Table  * about  here- 


Totai  tire  of  possession  scores  were  subjected  to  log  transformation 
to  normalise  variance,  and  the  same  results  ware  found.  Separata  analyses 
were  conducted  for  task  and  discussion  periods,  arso  a me  In  >ffect  for 
61  restore  <?  < ,0.*!;  F 16.32;  df  * 1/50)  w*3  found  fo<  the  +»:,k 
period.  In  that  per  loo,  subjects  In  the  tow  Stricture  con -j  lion  held 
the  plan  shoot  far  longer  (x  « 22.1  minutes)  than  did  those  in  the  High 
ttr'ic+ure  condition  (x  * A. 6 minutes).  No  significant  effect  *or« 
found  in  the  analysis  c f It*  discussion  period.  The  cor re! at  ion  of  time 
o*  pacre-slon  between  the  discussion  and  task  periods  was  .4.5  (p  < .001). 


insert  Table  6 about  here 


Analysis  or  "rsnendent"  s+ate’nants.  shewed  no  significant  effects  for 
cither  the  Mach  or  the  Structure  variables.  However,  when  "accepting"  £»+at«x- 
mont  s or©  analyzed,  a main  effect  for  Structure  (p  < .Co;  F n **.<*7;  df  * | /53> 


vt. a ol-fs  i ned . As>  Tabfe  5 shows, more  accepting  statements  were  •n&'h- 
tnder  ‘he  High  r fracture  condition  then  the  Low  Structure  condition, 
etc "Sl t inn1  V*  the  greatest  wean  for  accepting  statements  (’  - 12. 2;  is 

found  for  High  Machs  in  the  High  Structure  condition,  and  the  : nal  .es-* 
mean  ( x ? 3.4,  for  the  Low  Pachs  in  the  Low  Structure  condition.  Al^o 
noteworthy  is  the  fact  that  the  total  numbers  of  accepting  and  ascendent 
statements  were  positively  ones  significantly  correlated  (r  «*  .50;  p < .001) 
However,  a separate  analysis  of  "all  verbal Izar Ions”  produced  no  signifi- 
cant relationships. 

The  curre  at i on  beiweon  subjects*  enjoyment  of  participating  in  the 
croup,  and  perceived  nr-  up  performance  relative  to  other  group',  was 
statist  led  1 > sign  if i ant  (r  - ,23;  p < .C5).  The  correlation  between 
subjects'  satisfaction  wife  trelr  group's  per  Romance,  and  their  percep- 
tion of  their  cvojp's  parfortr.tnco  relative  to  otha?  groups,  was  also  stat- 
istically •>  i on  I f leant  (r  * .37;  p < .001).  But  the  correction  between 
subec;  ’ • ' .=*c- ■ on  with  their  group's  performance  and  tfeir  enjoyment 

of  -.a  ciclpatlng  1 the  group  was  not  significant  (r  c . »2). 

Two  at  the  leisures  associated  with  leadership  were  significantly 
a »:«geT*vtiy  rahv-.'d,  i he  ie  wore  subjects'  ratings  of  fheir  satlsfac- 
t >cn  . , • ’ ne|r  group's  po-  f wrmance  and  their  total  time  of  poi  >es  'on  of 
the  I'r  sneet  (r  *.33;  p < .0* ) . Correlation  of-  sat  is  lection  ratings 
vi'tr  'he  total  numb.  - of  .,«ccr-ten+  statements  was  statist!  ai'y  signifl- 
■* e r t (»  « .21;  < j:  . o that  for  satisfaction  ratings  with 

- ccT'j  ing  state*  er.+  . a..  ,i  f « ign if  leant  (r  * .13). 

’i  five  post- intf  action  questionnaire,  each  member  of  the  group  was 
asked  to  * •»  each  \v»  other  mothers  on  his  task  competence.  Influence, 

i'.t-rfrest  in  the  act  Iv  i y,  an.  -ticking  to  agreed  group  procedures.  For 


rhv  cups4- *on  rat !ng  “ ...sach  o*  the  rranbers  on  how  inte^es.  nd  re  earned 
*■0  b-j  in  the  group  activity,”  there  was  a main  offset  for  Struc^tir  >.0  ' 
.05;  c * 4.23;  rif  « 1/57}  or.  ratings  of  the  High  Mach.  Here  the  mean 
rating  under  the  High  structure  condition  (x  » 3.90)  was  greater  than 
t;  at  for  the  lew  Structure  condition  (x  * 3.45} : A five-point  scale  "an 

used,  with  * equaling  not  very  interested,  end  5 equaling  very  Interested. 
For  the  saw  qursT Ion-ratings  of  the  Low  Mach,  there  v.as  a significant 
main  effect  tor  Structure  (p  < .005;  F * (1. 42;  df  * 1/57)  In  the 
direction.  Mean  ratings  in  the  High  Structure  condition  (x  * A.Q3)  were 
greater  than  those  in  the  Lex  Structure  condition  (x  * 3. 1 S'. 

The  question  ca  ling  for  ratings  "...of  each  of  the  members  on  his 
:t  in;-  to  the  agreed  upon  group  procedures"  was  also  raise!  on  the  same 
f i vo-po  i n t scale,  with  ! equaling  very  much  and  5 sous  i i no  vr  r little. 
Far?!  a will  trend  was  found  for  Structure  (p  < .06;  F "*  3.72;  of  * !/5?) 
c>->  rat i-.  j-'i  5f  the  High  Machs.  For  sticking  to  ogreod  upon  procedures, 
ratings  higher  unde-  the  High  Structure  (y  * 1 .23)  than  Low  Structure 
cond 't Ion  (x  a I .53) . 

Cone  I us  Ions 

The  remits  suhstunt  ielly  do  not  confirm  the  major  prediction  of  an 
i.v.  srech ion  between  Machiavellianism  and  task  structure.  There  was  nniy 
‘•no  major  « ' fuct  for  H.e  personality  variable:  the  notable  finding  that 

Medic  ••  -fact:-  wore  prei  or  rod  ns  leaders  to  those  ct  either  extreme,  in 
ooth  the  H!gh  Structure  end  t ow  Structure  ccndHicn*. 

Msjcniavei  i iants.t  did  -Make  a difference  in  lewder  choice.  There  was 
et  'east  the  suggestion  of  c preference  for  tho  mcoerate  person,  in  this 
•spjet  of  ieader  persoi'p!  itv.  The  absence  of  «n  interaction  effaot  with 
Structure  cn  orv  o*  +f-e  behavioral  measures  suggests  of  course  Ihet  other 
contingencies  we-s  also  involved. 


Perhaps  the  most  important  finding  regarding  these  corringenci;  . in 
emergem  leadership  is  tna  ,t»in  effect  for  Structure.  The  Low  structure 
situation  evidently  provided  more  maneuverability  for  emerge o'  leadership, 
as  shown  dramatically  >n  the  .neasure  of  "time  of  possession"  of  the  plan 
sheet.  Or.  the  other  hand . as  might  well  'oh  expected,  the  Low  structure 
situation  provided  less  satisfaction  for  group  members  in  general. 

There  are  also  other  findings  regarding  Structure,  from  the  post- 
interaction  questionnaire  and  behavioral  observation,  which  <~ioarly 
Indicate  its  importance  in  setting  the  climate  of  leadership.  Not  least, 
in  this  regard,  is  the  significantly  greater  number  of  "accepting"  respon- 
ses to  othors  in  the  group  found  under  the  High  Structure  condition, 
compared  with  the  low  r* . ructure  one. 

in  sum,  this  expei  iment  dees  rt-v«ai  some  of  the  major  effects  of 
struc+ural  factors  on  •»«*?. -gent  leadership.  The  Importance  of  personality, 
especial !v  in  interaction  with  those  situational  conditions,  may  have  been 
masked  by  the  powerful  effects  of  Structure.  Therefore  it  may  be.  premature 
to  conclude  that  personal Ity  variables,  such  as  Mech iavei I ianism,  have 
only  i imited  consequent  os  to-  emergent  leadership.  Indeed,  in  the 
sociometric  leadership  ratings,  there  Is  still  some  suggestion  of 
support  for  the  interact  tonal  position. 
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N 


Task 

Structure 


High 

Medium 

Low 

All 

High 

7 (3) 

20  (!6) 

5 (8) 

32 

Low 

6 (8) 

23  (16) 

3 (8) 

32 

Total 

13  (16) 

43  (32) 

8 (16) 

64 

Teble  I;  Frequency  distribution  shewing  Mach  lave  I i ian ism 
Love  I of  subjects  chosen  by  others  as  future 
leaders-  for  the  two  conditions  of  Task  Structure, 
separately  and  together.  Expected  frequencies  ore 
given  in  parentheses. 
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Mach  lave  1 1 ian ism  Level  of  Respondents 
High  Medium  Low  All 


H igh 

2.13  (8) 

2.44  ( I 6) 

2.38  (3) 

2.38  (32) 

Task 

Low 

3.13  (8) 

2.19  (16) 

2.30  (8) 

2.47  (32) 

Structure 

All 

2.63  (16) 

2.31  (32) 

2.38  (16) 

Tab  la  2;  Mean  response  by  respondents  at  three  Mach  Levels, 

and  In  two  task  structure  conditions,  to  the  question 
of  how  wall  the  group  did  relative  to  other  groups. 
The  scale  runs  from  I to  6,  with  I being  the  high  end. 
The  numbers  in  parentheses  are  the  Ns  upon  which  each 


maan  is  based. 


Mach iavel I Ian  ism  Level  of  Respondents 


High 

Medium 

Low 

All 

Task 

H ioh 

2.13  (8) 

1.63  (16) 

1.75  (3) 

1 .78  (32) 

Structure 

Low 

3.25  (8) 

2.31  (16) 

2.75  (8) 

2.65  (32) 

A 1 1 

2.69  ( 16) 

1.97  (32) 

2.25  (16) 

\ | 

Tablo  3:  Mean  response  bv  respondents  et  three  Mach  levels, 

end  in  two  task  structure  conditions,  to  the  question 

i 

of  how  sotisfied  they  were  with  their  group's  perform- 
> ance.  The  scale  runs  from  I to  7 with  I being  the  high 

end.  The  numbers  in  parentheses  ere  the  Ns  upon  which 
each  mean  is  based. 

I 1 

| 
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Much  fa ve I f (an  ism  Levef  of  Respondents 


H ich 

Medium 

Low 

Ai  1 

High 

1 i .5  ( 3) 

9.1  (16) 

18.8  (8) 

(2.2 

(32) 

f ow 

62.0  ( 8) 

38.3  (16) 

19.6  (8) 

39.6 

(32) 

All 

36.8  (16) 

23.7  (32) 

19.3  (16) 

Table  4;  Mean  time  of  possession  of  plan  sheef,  in  mtnuvos, 

for  discussion  and  task  period  together,  by  subjects 
at  threo  Mach  levels,  and  in  two  task  structure  condi- 
tions. The  numbers  in  parentheses  are  the  (is  upon 
which  each  mean  is  based. 


i 


T ask 

Structure 

Table  5 


fl'Ilc  235! 


Mach iovel 1 tan  ism  Level 

of  Group 

Members 

High 

Med i um 

Low 

All 

H igh 

12.2  (81 

9.2  (16) 

9.5  (8) 

10.0 

(32) 

Low 

4.4  (8) 

5.8  (16) 

3.4  (8) 

4.8 

(32) 

A 1 1 

8.3  (16) 

7.5  (32) 

6.4  (|6) 

: Wean  number  of  "accepting"  statements  and  actions  for 

group  members" at  three  Mach  levels,  and  in  two  task 
struc+ure  conditions.  The  numbers  in  parenthese?; 
are  the  Ns  uoon  which  each  mean  is  based. 
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